The federal policy established in 1935 by the Wagner Act might not have come to fruition had it not been for the Depression. However, 125 years of employees' use of economic power, such as work stoppages which halted industrial production, preceded the congressional approval of collective bargaining (5) . Thus the Wagner Act did not evolve totally from the Depression, although the Depression provided perhaps a necessary thrust. When the Wagner Act was enacted, public employees had little interest in bargaining. They had Job security, pensions and adequate compensation. The civil service system or the political process afforded public employees working con· ditions generally regarded as superior to those of em· ployees in private industry.
Gradually after 1935, private employees forged ahead of public employees in compensation and benefits. By 1965, conditions had changed substantially. Government employees, like their counterparts In private enterprise, were being subjected to the same vicissitudes o f em· ployment insecurity, Inflation, accident, illness and o ld age. Other fac tors influenced the pressure tor public sec· tor labor legislation and the demand for the privi lege to bargain . Increased employmen t In state and local govern · ment caught the eye of union leaders as a source for union growth. Congruently, the hu man desire to have a voice In those activities whi ch have substantial Influence on one's life motivated public employees to organize.
2
The Federal Scene At the federal level, the first right granted federal em· ployees came with the Lloyd-LaFollette Act of 1912. This legislatio n reversed the President's "Gag Rule" of 1902 and thereby allowed employees to petition Congress individually or collectively, and specified that postal em· ployees had the right to join organizations that did not authorize the use of strikes (10) . Although it mentions only postal employees, it has been held to protect the rights of all federal employees. The major breakthrough in federal labor relations programs occurred, however, in 1962 with President Kennedy's Executive Order (EO) 10988 which authorized union representation for most federal em· ployees. The order also provided for advisory arbitration of representation issues and permitted negotiations be· tween governmental agencies and the organizations representing their employees. However, it did not provide the right to strike. 
State and Local Action
Collective bargaining has existed In state and local governments for decades. The International Association of Fire-Fighters, for example, is one of the oldest unions operating in the public sector, while the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, (the largest public sector union in America today) dates back to the 1930s in the state of Wisconsin (1 t). However, prior to 1962, no state had passed legislation permitting or requiring government agencies to bargain with employee organizations. During that period, judicial decisions and orders by state attorneys general typically opposed the concept of collective bargaining for public employees. Murphy has indicated that the three events generally cited as historic precedents for public employee unionism at the focal level are:
1. The recognition of the city of Philadelphia in 1957 (the Clark·Dilworth Era) of AFSCME as the exclusive bargain ing agent for all nonuniformed workers in the city, on the basis of proof o f majority represen tation, and the subsequent nego tiation o f an agreement. school board is permitted, but is not legally obligated, to negotiate with a teacher's organization, (3) a school board may agree to arbitrate with teachers, but only on those issues that do not erode the board's legal prerogative to have the last word, (4) a school board may not agree to a closed shop; and (5) public school teachers may not strike to enforce their demands ( 12 Unlike the AFT, which has collective bargaining as an almost exclusive objective, the NEA is a multi·purpose organization which devotes itself to such matters as research, teaching methodology. standards for teacher education, academic freedom and tenure, and a wide range of political activities. In recent years, however, a steadily increasing percentage of the NEA's annual budget has been earmarked ror the direct or indirect support of collective bargaining activities.
With local affiliates o f both the AFT and NEA merging and as the two organizations have moved to more com· mon grounds, discussions o f organizational detente or amalgamation have increased. Since 1968 the AFT has publicly advocated a merger of the two national organizations and has urged the NEA to enter into talks looking to this end. After repeatedly rejec ting the merger requests of the AFT, the NEA, in 1973, did authorize its president to enter into discussions regarding the merger of the two respective organizations. From the fall of 1973 until the end of February 1g14, the two teacher organizations discussed the possibility of merger. However, the NEA terminated the talks on the grounds that the AFT was unwilling to agree to a merger on the terms called for by the N EA Representative Assembly of 1973.
As the NEA has become more militant in its approach to teacher bargaining, the gap In philosophy and action between the AFT and NEA has narrowed to the point where one cannot determine which organization represents the faculty of a particular school or school system (9). Currently, both are ardent supporters of the strike as a basic right of their respective clientele and both have strong lobbying efforts for a national public employee labor law. Helen Wise, 1973 president of the NEA, stated this support aptly with:
The real reason for the resistance to collective bargaining is obvious. Collective bargaining means bilateral declsion·making In respect to many matters traditionally within the unilateral control of the school board, and history teaches us that authority is seldom relinquished without a struggle. (9), 66 percent of the faculty respon· dents supported the strike as a leg itimate action in lieu of impasse in negotiations. 2. In April 1973, as reported by Tice (14) , 228 public in· stltutions or campuses were represented by 194 faculty bargaining units. Two hundred and one (201) of these institutions were public two-year institutions or campuses having 142 bargaining units. Semas (14) reported 394 campuses or institutions with bar· gaining units in public post-secondary education; 266 of these being two.year campuses or institutions. 3. In the Carnegie Survey of 1969, 67 percent of two-year faculty respondents and 60 percent of all post· secondary faculty respondents supported the state· ment, "I disagree that collective bargaining has no place on campus." By 1975 these percentages had increased to 76 percent for two-year faculty and 69 percent for all faculty (8) .
These data Indicate the rapid growth of faculty collective bargaining in higher education and, further, clearly in· dlcate that the focal point is the two-year post·secondary Institutions and campuses.
The first recorded community college (or community college system) to affiliate with a labor organization and gain bargaining status was the City Colleges of Chicago which became officially recognized in October 1966. Three months later Macomb County Community College (Michigan) was officially recognized to have bargaining rights. In the years that have followed, community colleges across the nation have led post-secondary education to the bargaining table. This "march to unionism" was correctly predicted as early as 1967 by the American Association for Higher Education (17:23): " ... studies indicate that the greatest discontent and most visible tendencies toward unionization are found at the junior college level . . . " 4 
Conclusion
Today, union organ izations find faculty even more receptive to collective bargaining. Inflation, which has im · pinged upon faculty salaries, and the rising level of unem · ployment throughout the nation create anxieties that fur· ther faculty cutbacks will be forthcoming. The movement toward centralization and more state control creates im· personality in the operation of institutions and places faculty participation in decision-making farther from faculty influence.
Even where local autonomy exists, hierarchical gov· ernance structures persist and faculty "power" remains negligible, particularly In policy matters concerning com· pensatlon, personnel issues and job security (1) . Faculty discontent has been compou nded by the increasing prac· lice of stretching instructional wage budgets by hiring in· creasing numbers of younger, inexperienced instructors at close to subsistence-level salaries and employing more instructors than may be allotted according to size of student popu lations at particular institutions. One might extrapolate, given the similarities of the mid·1970s (in regard to economic conditions and unemployment) with the mid·1930s, that public sector bargaining has the im· petus to move Congress to a national public sector labor law as supported by the NEA, AFT, AFSCME and other public employee unions.
